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aV3iJabJe 1$~ in the St:iums41Dd as If.qOied by S«;l'ion 2S1./iZ In addition, 1he Stzlemcn)s
proposed iutclfaces are 0Dfy izzterim solutions (.- SGAT 116). One~ oran ass i:aterface
that will zwt be fully opeQtiODlJ for some time is ou-line access 1A) Customer~ RacDrds
("'CSR.st».. Indeed, the Co2muission :oates t1W in the artJiu'atiODS i!lvolWlg AT&T aDd. MCI,.
Be!lSoatb is n:quirai to develop such a=ss 111 &mmmer that proteds~privacy~workiDg
with the CUe, ad atb:r de\oelopiug such CSR. 8i'#.:S'S the parties must mum to the Commission to
demon:st!atc the appropriate privacy ptOtt:Qions bdorc the releYlmt im.erfa.ce is iInpIernenterl.1V
Approval! of the Sr:atem.ent W1der these cooditiom would be uUsleadb3g by statiIIg 1hal BeIlSoutb
"ge:oeaJ1y offers" iu:ms that~ not ac:tuaI1y Z\I3i13ble.

"lith mpec::t to interim Dumber por:tabl1ity, the rates lI1'Cim~ Sllbjea to uu.e.up. As
mc:miaoed previously, establishing such iDtmm JUmlber portability~ on a gentnl basis as a part
of a Stettemen1 may violate the Jaw against~memaking. Abo, the Coam:lissian has not
detenbint~whether these ime:rim. ratesare~. nAt1~ as a. mztte.r ofpolicy ifDOt as a
matter of law, arJ adrlitional basis for reJectiDg the Sl3!aJ1eDt is the interim nann ofthe interim
IDJIIlbc-portability rates which are sub,ject to trub-\IJ) and which the Commission has not~
to be cost-based. In addition, ifBdISouth submits 41 revi=l SUtemem t!at permits blocking of
DUmber~when a mstomer bas past due charges but has not bccc. di.sl:oDDected. Be11Somh
should also submit a supporting azgumem showiDg why Bei1South bdieYes tba1 mamber portability
may be used as a metllod ofClforting the ~ery of past due amounts. BenSOuUlsbould also
a:ttemptto revise the Statement's SW1dsrd regarding shuttiDg down ofnumbcfportlbility to ensure
that S1Ch sbutting down occurs only during network emerge:nci.cs or on the basis of ot1:lef. specific
trrlmic:al t~ui:res:ncnts.

With R$pCd. to resale. the Commission nctes &It~ to :BeUSo!:zd1'sJ~ .22> 1997
filiDgoftheS~ the Conxmission undertook funher review and action to approveBe1lSouth's
resale wi!'in Docket No. 6352-U. 1'herefore, revision ofthe SGAT sbculc1 include any rrM.sions
necessary 'to conrorm to the resale tariffand rtlated dmons in Doc::k:et No. 635:Z-U. Wtth respect
to c:b3rges for switching load exdmngt camm oc1JJlllUmorized t1151Ser~ ofcust~ the Statement
should be subject~ any Commission rulings in cmmJt or future proa:ec1mgs on these topics.

....

,. Set! Tr. 2010 (Sprittt~ Burt). Tr. 1791 (MFS wiI:r:1ess~). if. 2049 (ATILT~

~t pre£<Jed t.estinxny oiMO~~ 3115.

e iI". 1979. 1986,3'12$.-30.

10 tbis~ccdmdm1heAT&T~IlochtNo. 68Ql.tI.MCJaIbittatioa., DocbtNo. ~6S­
U. md Spr~arl>~,Docket No- 695&-U.

Doc::k::t No. 12.53-tl
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Section 251 coataitas other requiremcms withiA subscdioDs (e). (4), (e) BDd (g) as to which
theC~cm fiuds DO dcficilmcy in the Sweme.m. or wbich aR not dinctIy applicable to the
Stmmmt.

251 (cXl)mbI1cstothedu1¥to~e. ItpmyidesfOr:

(1) DuIYro 'NEoonA..m. - The duty to negCJli3te in good faith m~
lIrirhsedim2521be particzUrttmlsand axditioas ofqreemc:nts to fWfiI1 theSa
described. in~hs (1) tbrough (S) ofmbsecticm (b) aad this subsection. The
n:questiDg~ e:arri£r aI!o has the duty to oegotiDe in good faith the
tams 8Ild oouditions of$UCh agrN:f.lla1ts.

AItbougb leI raised muaerous questions at UIe heariDg rcgardiDg BeIlSouth)s negoti.ItioDs, 10 did
DOt appellr to ask for rejection ofthe St3temalt opon those~ Many other comp8t1.ies h2ve
negotiaud agree:weuts, and die adliuations to date~ not proven bed fafth on the pan of
BeI1Soudl" Any con£.I.'lioD. ofthe iOrt JCl may have =:perienced appear to have beeD resolved by the
ve:ry sobIDission afBdlSourh's proposed Statemmt. The Commission docs not find my ddicicncy
..ith1"eSpClCt10 BeDSouth~snego1ia±iom. and therefore does not base its rtjcction decision upoIl my
COfIQ:m ~boutBeUSou.th·s good faith in xqoriJdions.

St'..ction 251(<:XS) rdates to BeUSouth's duty to give ClECs llatia: of~ changes. It
provides:

(5) NOT1~OF OWGS. - l'bc duty to provide reuoDible~ notice of
chaDgts ia the iniQnnation JWCt"SWy for the~ and muting ofservices using
that loal~ camet's faciWcs or uetwoTks, &Swell as of'lmY otberchanges
tJn1 would affect. the interopetabi.lity ofthose fis.cilities and networlcs.

The StatEment reflects termS a:od amdhions that were est!bIisbcd punuant to negoti36on and
arbitration Mthe AT&T aDd MCI ~011 QJSeS" Dod:ets No. 6801-U and 686S-U. The
ConmDssi.:-n does not fiM arrj de:ficiccy with respect to this poftion oflhe Stttement, ad tbe:dnre
does Dot base ItS rejection decision upon any concern abcnn BeIlSouth)s provision for notice to
CLECs ofehal:lges.

-
Section 25t(d)(2) involws din:aicns to the FCC reguding it!! detaminaJions for regWztioos

imptc:memingtherequirem.e:ats for Wlbundled access to netWotk e1emems under Section 2S1(cX3).
I1ptoYidd:

~No. 72S3-U
PageJ2gf3S
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(2) ACCESS STANDARDS.- In dermnioiDg whir. QetWQrk e1emeatS should be
made a.vailable for purposes ofsubsection (eX3), the Ccrmmissiod sb.aII consider at. '
~mmiIzJurD, wbt.ther - .

(A) access to soda ne:twolt e1cmcms as an: pxoprieWy in mture is
'*'CSsary'; and

(11) the f3ilun: to provide aec:css to~1Ztvr0Ik eIemeuts,would impair the
ability ofthe ttlcammnmie:atioD.s carrier 5ediog~ to provide thI:~
tbt it serbto ofti:r.

!'be Cammiss10c finds that no issue has beea raised in this ;zse involving this~0Z1 oftbe Aa.
In addition, this provision oftheM~ to the FCC, DOt diR:diy to the Georgia Commission.
TbacfoJt, the CommisSon COIdlltes that'this provision has no beariDg 011 its decisioo in this Order
as to wbetlu:r to appr~~ect. or allow the Sme:rUdl1 to t3ke e:fft.ct.

Sectiou. 251(<1)(3) al*J speaks to the FCC D1 its de"c'ei~ ofrc:gulmions impJe:meming
section 251. It pro\lides.:

(3) PREm:vAnON OF STAtE ACCESS REGtltA11ONS.- lJ1 prescrlbiDg and
eatOzciag~ to implemc:Dt the~ ofthi! section, the Commission
shnll DOt preclude the enfiJicemeut of an)! ~ou. oroa, or palic:y of a State
camxrzissiorl that-

(A) estabtishes access aud il:rtcrcoJxaedin obligations oflocal~
camas; .

(8) is c:onsist'=with the reqWremelllS ofrlJis section; and
(C) does not substmtially~ impleIUCl!:atiO!l ofthe requi:remc:01 ofthis

section~ the purposes ofthis part.

TheComJl~OP tmds th3t no issue bas bca. raised in dis case involving this provision ofthe Act.
In addition,. t,bi$ provision ofthe Act speaks to the FCC~ not directly to the <Jt;orgja Commission.
~ the CowJm:ssjon COPdudes that this provision bas no beariJIg O!l its decision in this Order
as to~hcrto~ niect, or allow the Satement totakc~

Section 251(e)(l) relates to the fCC's activities regardingtel~ons x:mmbc:ring.
It provides: .

(1) Cca.o.asSIONAt1IHORI!YANO~cnON.- !be Cou»"ission shall c.n:ate
or designate oae or xnore izaputial CdiUes to aetm;Jrister Uilccommumc:.ztians
numbcriDg and to make such numbers a"8iIable on an equitable basis. The
C<Immission shall ,have c:xelusive jurisdictioJ:l owr those ponkms of the North
Ameri<:m NumberixIg ,Ian th3t pertain U) the United Stms. Nothing in this
palragI4Eph shall preclude tbt: CommisSion from deiegating to Statecommissions or
other !!1tities all or any portion of~ch jurisdiction.

J:ladcft No, 7253-0
Page 33 0£35
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lkCommiSsioa fiDdI that 'DO iJmehas been nisal U12hi1 c;ue i.ImiviDg this prvvisioa of~ Ar:L
In addition, this pnMsiaa oftiJe Act speaks 10 the FCC, llOt directly to tbD Georgia Canmission.
ne cmlyissucs nised~ accesto tdcphoDe1UDbenwere raised UDder sc:parat.epro~ons
ofdIC Aa. diseuse! pmioas1y iD dris 0JQer.~ the~on t4Qdudes thIt this Section
2S1(eXl) ba no beaxmg OD iU decisioa ill this Onicr as to wbed=-to~ Tejec.1, or allow1he .
StafHlit2:Jt ttl t3kc c:ff=t.

Section 251(g) pctaixI.s to scr-ices pro'Yidcd to~ caniers <"IXCs1 by local
ex~ czn:ias. It provides:

00Cr:tmNuED~G ExalANGEACCSSSANDIN1D.CONNE'Cl1ON
~- OIl mddzrtbedase of=-:1!Illtd oftbe TdecolIlU1tmicttinus Aa.
ofl996, each local eaebanse eurier,. to the e=m1hat it provides wireliDe scrviees,.
sCall provide~~ informaIion KCeSlio,. ad~e se:vices tor such
a:ce:ss toidc:rc' j "'age c:arriezs aad iotdOzmatian service providers ill~with
the same equal aa:t:SS and DOIldiswmwlatOJy i:Dt~~ODS aDd
obl1pions [mdtwting teIZipt of~sation)mat apply to such carriet OD the date
imroedi32ely psecedioog the date ofenanmem oftbe Tdeammwnic::dions Acl of1996
under aI1'j coun order, c:ons.em dea=, or RgUlation. order, or po1i~ of the
Co~ u=1 such n:stridiODS aDd obHgltions are explicitiy~ed by
regu]ltioDS prescribed by the Commission after such d:at.e ofeaactmeut. Durmg the
period~ CD Sidl_ of~ al1d UDb1 such restrlctious and obliptiQIIS
JR~~ such n:stticticns and obligations sbaD be enforceable in the same
mamter as~lJS oftbe Commission.

!be Commission finds that no~ bAs been 1lIisc:d iZl this ca:sc i!fJolving this provision ofthe Att.
madditioa, this provisiOD of1he A::t speaks to me FCC, no1 direetIy to the Georp. Commission.
'fl.2dQjc, \:he Cot:t:xuis!ioo condudes that thispro~ ofthe M baa DO beariDg 011 its~ in
this ()rda- as10w~ to appro~ reject, or aDew the Statemem to take e!kl.

IV. OllDElUNG PARAGRAPHS

Far.rasoas disoJ~ in the mregQiJ!g sedioas ~tbis OIdu, the Ccnmzzissiou fiDds and
~ that it 'WOUld be~ to~BeIISou1h~sproposed~ of Gena:any
Available Terms a4 Conditions u it stands, or"to aDo'W. Su,taneJ:rt to Wee e&ct. cd that the
Stateumt sh.ouId be~ pursuant to Sedion 252(f) ofthe Act. BdJSouth dearly Dc100k a
substamial effort in developing aDd $l1ppOJ1ing its Starement. howC'm. aDd the Commissioa's
decision is.amply ba.scd opo fin<fmg tba:t various aspects aflbe StUemaI1 an: pre:mature.. not funy
d£oIeloped, or require additiocal suppott.
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ntCcmnis:sioo.1brfIler cosdudcs1ll8t~oru.: StmmcIIluow, witb the icJenrificniou
oC~ and dd<:ieat asp::d3. 15a'b::aa' aJUne tbm simply~ the SlalelDmtto rake afcc:t
aDd CClUfimling to review it. 1'bis is becauJe th.laner course would p1ac:cBellSomh i:D jeopardy of
!J:MDg 311~ Sfatauco:m tim is subject to subsequa rejection. The approach the CoJ:omission
adopts aud appliamtZQnfr.r~WSouthwithDXJre~. tMZ though it also <ioes not.
gput BeIlSourh the affinu:a1ive approv.d. wbicll BeDSoutb rwplCSted..

'The Commission ri keep Ibis dockd open !of reuie9l of urt reviled S\memeut that
BdlSouth may c:hoose10 submit. Such cmnmissicJD Te\Iiew 'Will be:fOr the purpose ofaddressing
aspec;ts of the~em that are attmltJy~ fir deficit=, at disc:uS1ed.m this Order.

WB:EREFORE THE COMMISSION OBDERS tat':.

A BeIlSOtlth's Statement of~yAvailable Terms and Condi!iozzs is n:jecled~ bc:2ng a
pre.mmre and incomplete Statemmt, for the~ disolSSCri in the preceding secdcns of
this Ordc:r, pmswmt to Section 252(1) ofthe Telecommu.nications At:1. of1996.

B. "}'bi$ docket $haIl be kept~ for Commissioll~ of any TeYised Statemem that.
BellSouth may choose to subr.ait, in order to address tDe aspects ofthe Suteme:rst that are
cw:rc:ndy pre.mat1.lre or deficient as discussed in this Order.

C. All sta1ements of!act, law? ami :regulatory policy comllined within the pro efiag se::UOIlS of
tbis Order an: haeby adopt1:d as findings of'.&ct., couclusions oflaw. md c:ondnsiODS of
RgUb%ory policy ofthis Commissi01L

D. At'DOIicm:foT~ rdIcariDg or oral~ or 3rrj other motiOft shall not stay
!he~ date oftbis Ord~~ ualcss otberwisc ordered by tbt Commission.

E. luritdictian (J'It::t these matters is express1y mained for1he purpose ofemeriDg~ futthef
Onicr Or Orders as this Commission m3Y deem just aJld proper.

5-2/-97
Date

Dc!dcet No.. 72SJ-U
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STATEMENT OF EILEEN HALLORAN

Q. PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME, BUSINESS ADDRESS, AND PRESENT

POSITION.

A. My name is Eileen M. Halloran. My business address is 32

Avenue of the Americas, New York, New York 10013. I am

presently employed by AT&T as a Manager in the AT&T Vendor

Management organization.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR WORK EXPERIENCE.

A. From 1969 until 1983, I worked for various Bell Operating

Companies and was principally involved in local network

provisioning, planning, and engineering. In 1983, I joined

AT&T, where I have worked in the areas of network engineering,

planning, message circuit design, and installation of AT&T's

800 service. Beginning in March of 1995, I was involved in

the local services trial in New York, which was conducted with

New York Telephone Compnay ("NYT") beginning in August of

1995. In connection with AT&T's entry into the local market,

I have been lead negotiator with respect to facilities based

services and unbundled network element issues with NYT.

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THIS STATEMENT?

A. The purpose of this statement is to discuss NYT's failure

to make available unbundled network elements in a manner that

would allow AT&T to provide local exchange services to its

existing and potential customers on a commercial basis. In

that regard, I will discuss a number of items on the Section

271 checklist, including interconnection, nondiscriminatory

access to unbundled network elements, local loop transmission,



local transport, local switching, nondiscriminatory access to

databases and associated signaling, and interim number

portability. I also discuss NYT's operations support systems

("OSS") as they relate to unbundled network elements ("UNEs").

Q. WHAT IS YOUR REACTION TO NYT'S SECTION 271 DRAFT

APPLICATION?

A. with respect to the availability of the unbundled network

elements, NYT has made a number of promises of future

performances, but has failed to demonstrate that CLECs can

actually obtain the unbundled network elements from NYT today.

NYT has also made no effort to demonstrate that these

unbundled network elements are available on commercially

reasonable terms or at commercially significant volumes.

Q. ARE NYT'S PAST PRACTICES RELEVANT IN THIS PROCEEDING?

A. In the absence of actual performance of its obligations

under the Act, NYT's past practices and conduct become very

relevant in considering NYT' s promises of performance. I will

describe in this statement a number of instances in which NYT

.has .acted .in an anticompetit,ive .and discriminatory manne.r J=lr.

in ways that are comme~cially unreasonable or simply

insufficient to meet the basic needs of CLECs. until there is

actual evidence and experience with the interconnection

arrangements and operating systems and interfaces to

demonstrate that NYT can reliably provide interconnection and

unbundled network elements to CLECs on terms and conditions

that permit them to serve their customers on a commercially

reasonable basis and at competitively significant volumes,

2



N¥T's past actions preclude any reliance on its promises to

perform in the future.

Q. IN LIGHT OF NYT'S PAST PRACTICES, DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENT

ON NYT' S PROPOSALS FOR RESOLUTION OF ISSUES IN THE FUTURE

THROUGH THE BONA FIDE REQUEST PROCESS ("BFR") AND RESOLUTION

OF ISSUES BY NEGOTIATION?

A. Yes. There are a host of operational and other issues

that must be resolved as part of the process of opening the

local exchange network to competition. Many of these issues

are new and have not been confronted before. NYT's general

approach with respect to many of these issues is to leave them

for resolution through negotiation or through the use of the

BFR process. It is my experience with NYT that processes of

this type often lead to unreasonable delays that have an

adverse impact on CLECs and are frequently handled by NYT in

a manner that is anticompetitive and discriminatory. Such

actions are not acceptable as the industry moves to a

competitive environment. It is important that key operational

and implementation issues be resolved and N¥T's ability to

perform be demonstrated to ensure that AT&T and other CLECs-
can compete for customers on an equal footing with NYT.

I. INTERCONNECTION

Q. HAS NYT FULLY IMPLEMENTED INTERCONNECTION ON TERMS AND

CONDITIONS THAT ARE JUST, REASONABLE, AND NONDISCRIMINATORY?

3



A. No. NYT maintains discriminatory and unreasonable

provisioning.intervals for interconnection.

Q. WHY ARE PROVISIONING INTERVALS IMPORTANT FOR

INTERCONNECTION?

A. Interconnection is not something that a CLEC does only

once prior to its entry into the local market. AT&T will have

an ongoing need for interconnection as its customer base grows

and changes. Naturally, AT&T will plan ahead and try to

anticipate when and where it will need additional trunking and

interconnection.

In the local exchange market, however, demand will not

grow on a perfectly, smooth upward curve. It will spike up at

times and at times it will remain flat. For example, AT&T may

win an unexpected customer, or an existing customer may

sUddenly open new offices or change locations. AT&T may also

do a marketing campaign that brings in new customers and

causes demand to increase rapidly. In such instances, when

demand spikes, AT&T will still need to fill those orders

promptly, and to do so AT&T must obtain interconnection in a

prompt and timely manner.

Q. HOW ARE NYT'S PROPOSED INTERVALS UNREASONABLE AND

DISCRIMINATORY?

A. NYT's proposed interval for interconnection is 60

business days (or three calendar months), and 30 business days

for additions to existing trunk groups. Butler, ~ 21. There

is essentially no difference, however, between the

interconnection NYT provides to CLECs and the interconnection

4



NYT provides today to interexchange carriers. NYT regularly

delivers interconnection for AT&T in less than 25 business

days.

Q. HAS NYT EVER OFFERED AN EXPLANATION FOR WHY ITS PROPOSED

PROVISIONING INTERVALS FOR INTERCONNECTION ARE SO MUCH LONGER

FOR CLECS THAN THEY ARE FOR IXCS?

A. No.

Q. WHAT WOULD BE A COMMERCIALLY REASONABLE PROVISIONING

INTERVAL FOR INTERCONNECTION?

A. The typical interval should be 15 business days.

Q. WRY IS 15 BUSINESS DAYS APPROPRIATE?

A. In contrast to the local exchange market, demand growth

for interexchange services is relatively predictable. But

NYT's proposed 60-day interval for CLECs is completely

unacceptable. Especially in the critical early stages of

local competition, growth in demand can be expected to spike

up rapidly and unevenly, and therefore CLECs must have the

flexibility to react quickly to changing market conditions.

Therefore, the typical provisioning interval should be 15

business days at most. NYT 'has never offered any showing or

explanation as to why 15 business days would be infeasible.

Indeed, NYT elsewhere commits to make unbundled transmission

facilities available in 15 business days, see Butler, , 69,

and NYT has also pUblicly committed to provide interconnection

for purposes of interim number portability within 21 business

days for new facilities and 16 business days for existing

5



facilities. NYT's insistence on these different intervals is

completely arbitrary and unjustified.

Q. WHAT HAS AT&T'S EXPERIENCE BEEN IN TERMS OF OBTAINING

INTERCONNECTION FROM NYT?

A. AT&T has been working with NYT since 1995 on a

facilities-based local services trial. In the context of that

trial, AT&T has experienced many delays and problems in

obtaining collocation for interconnection and access to local

loops and NYT's network. These problems cast doubt on NYT's

ability to perform reliably in a real-world setting.

Q. WHAT IS THE LOCAL SERVICES TRIAL?

A. AT&T initiated the local services trial in 1995, and its

original purpose was to participate in a NYPSC-sponsored test

of number portability. To participate in this test, AT&T

deployed a 5ESS switch in Manhattan, and obtained collocated

space in four NYT central offices. AT&T later expanded the

scope of the trial to include a technical trial of basic local

exchange architecture and other functions, with the

expectation that AT&T could eventually use its switch to offer

Q. DID AT&T HAVE DIFFICULTY OBTAINING COLLOCATED SPACE FROM

NYT DURING THE LOCAL SERVICES TRIAL?

A. Yes. To participate in the number portability test, AT&T

applied to NYT for collocated space in four Manhattan end

offices on August 7, 1995. Shortly before AT&T's application,

the Commission had ordered NYT to provide collocated space

within 15 weeks of any application from a CLEC, and on the

6



basis of this order AT&T planned to obtain the collocated

space by late December or early January 1996. AT&T needed the

space during that time frame because the NYPSC' s number

portability trial was scheduled to begin in February, 1996.

In September 1995, AT&T met with NYT to discuss its

collocation applications. NYT informed AT&T that,

notwithstanding the NYPSC's order, NYT would not provide the

requested space within fifteen weeks. In a series of dealings

over the following several weeks, NYT put forward varying

interpretations of the NYPSC' s order concerning when the

fifteen week clock began running. Principally, NYT maintained

that the fifteen weeks did not begin running until AT&T paid

a fifty percent deposit, but NYT could not determine how much

AT&T had to pay until its engineers had analyzed the

buildings.

NYT had not responded in a commercially reasonable

manner, and therefore in December AT&T raised the issue with

the NYPSC. At a meeting attended by the NYPSC staff, AT&T,

and NYT, the NYPSC staff told NYT to furnish collocation to

AT&T in a timely manner. Notwithstanding the NYPSC staff's,

admonition, however, AT&T and NYT were unable to resolve the

issue, and the fifteen weeks elapsed without NYT delivering to

AT&T the requested space. On January 17, 1996, AT&T filed a

formal complaint with the NYPSC.

NYT finally made available to AT&T the collocated space

in two of the four buildings on March 19, 1996. Collocated

space in the other two buildings was made available the

7



following day • AT&T did not have power in any of the
.
buildings, however, until the end of April.

The NYPSC upheld AT&T's position in an order issued in

June 1996 (but pUblished only in September 1996). The NYPSC

reaffirmed and clarified that the fifteen week period begins

when a CLEC files an application, and that NYT had therefore

violated the Commission's original order from 1995.

Q. DID AT&T HAVE OTHER PROBLEMS USING COLLOCATED SPACE IN

NYT'S BUILDINGS?

A. Yes. NYT has taken other steps that make it hard for

AT&T's employees to use the collocated space and to perform

their jobs. For example, NYT has taken the position that it

does not have to provide lighting in the collocated space

beyond "stumble lighting." This position is commercially

unreasonable and inconsistent with Bellcore standards.

Without adequate lighting, it is difficult for AT&T to

maintain its collocated equipment.

During the trial NYT also failed to provide adequate air

conditioning in one of AT&T's collocated spaces. During the

summer, temperatures were measured at 85 degrees in AT&T's

space. These temperatures adversely affect the operation of

the collocated equipment, as well as making it uncomfortable

for AT&T employees to work. AT&T repeatedly asked NYT to fix

the problem, with no result. AT&T finally contacted NYT's

attorneys to try to fix the air conditioning problem.

Although I have received many promises, I have still never

received definitive confirmation that the air conditioning is
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in fact fixed, and we may not know whether it is fixed until

this summer.

Another incident involved NYT's unreasonable refusal to

offer AT&T personnel access to the collocation cage until NYT

had completed building it. NYT's refusal meant that AT&T

personnel could not inspect the cable runs in order to

estimate how much cable they would need to install.

Therefore, AT&T had to rely on NYT's estimates of the

necessary cable length -- which turned out to be sUbstantially

wrong in all four buildings. NYT's mistake resulted in

further delay in a project that had already been substantially

delayed by NYT's failure to comply with the fifteen week

deadline. This incident is explained in more detail in the

Statement of Timothy Rowland.

These incidents may seem relatively minor in isolation,

but the cumulative effect of such problems can be substantial.

As these episodes show, with NYT even the things that should

be simple are often difficult. And the things that are

inherently difficult become monumentally difficult. Although

most of the problems I have described above are now resolved

for the moment, if similar problems arise in the future,

either with the existing cages or with installation of new

cages, I have no confidence that such problems could be

quickly resolved. In such cases, AT&T would be at the mercy

of the same improvised, ad hoc, and unreliable "procedure" for

resolving problems that I described above. Such a "procedure"

is discriminatory and commercially unreasonable and would
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inevitably produce adverse consequences in the context of

real-world competition.

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY OTHER CONCERNS RELATING TO

INTERCONNECTION?

A. In the context of interim number portability, NYT refuses

to allow interconnection at the tandem switch, which is

indisputably a technically feasible point of interconnection.

I will discuss this later in the statement, however, in

connection with number portability issues.

II. NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS

Q. WHAT ISSUES ARE YOU DISCUSSING ONDER THIS HEADING?

A. In this section, I will discuss the operations Support

Systems relating to unbundled network elements and will

supplement the extensive treatment of the OSS issues presented

by Mr. Michael Hou in his statement. In this section I will

also discuss issues associated with combinations of elements.

separate headings.

A. Operations Support systems

Q. WHY ARE THE OSS SYSTEMS AND INTERFACES IMPORTANT TO AT&T?

A. AT&T'S entry strategy requires that AT&T be able to offer

its local exchange service on a prompt and timely basis, with

a level of quality comparable to what current AT&T customers

now experience with AT&T's long distance service, and at least

equal to the current NYT local service. As a new competitor
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in the local exchange market, AT&T must provide customers with

a positive experience. If some of NYT's systems or interfaces

fail to operate properly from the customer's perspective, it

would be a competitive disaster for AT&T's entry into the

local exchange market. Customers receiving "AT&T" billed

service require that AT&T provide them with assured and

consistent service quality. For this reason, AT&T has focused

on ensuring that interconnection arrangements, operating

systems, and the operations support system interfaces are

capable of handling large volumes of transactions at all

levels of complexity on a real-time basis. Accordingly, all

of NYT' s systems and procedures must be operational at

competitively significant volumes and must be able to handle

complex transactions before AT&T can begin to offer its

services generally in the marketplace.

As Mr. Hou's statement shows, other carriers will have

different entry strategies based on their particular

circumstances. I am aware, for example, that some new

entrants may initially enter the market with a small customer

base and plan to expand gradually. For these carriers,

interfaces that provide for manual handling of orders may be

consistent with their entry strategies. In contrast, carriers

with a large interexchange customer base such as AT&T cannot

rely on manual handling because of the large number of orders

that they anticipate. In addition, in light of the

complexities of the interconnection issues and interface

arrangements, it is absolutely necessary that NYT's interfaces
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and systems have been fully tested to ensure that they will

operate properly. until such testing is completed, there can

be no assurance that customers dealing with AT&T will receive

the appropriate level of service, or that NYT's systems and

interfaces can handle competitive volumes of customer

requests.

Q. DO THE ISSUES RELATING TO NYT'S CURRENT AND PROPOSED OSS

INTERFACES FOR RESALE DIFFER FROM THE ISSUES RELATING TO

UNBUNDLED NETWORK ELEMENTS?

A. Generally, the issues relating to OSS interfaces are the

same for resale as they are for unbundled network elements.

As a result, the severe limitations of NYT's OSS interfaces

that are discussed extensively by Mr. Hou in his statement are

equally applicable to unbundled network elements.

One area of difference that does exist between resale and

UNEs relates to billing of individual network elements. The

concept of unbundling is new and has raised a number of

issues, particularly in the area of billing of individual

network elements. . These elements are being combined in

various ways and being interconnected with different networks.

Accounting for the use of each network element -- each of

which has its own billing structure (e. g., fixed charges,

minutes of use) requires significant operational and

systems planning and coordination between NYT and the CLECs.

AT&T and NYT are still in discussions on ways to ensure that

charges for each network element are established on an

12



appropriate basis and then incorporated properly in the ass

billing interfaces.

Q. ARE COMMERCIALLY REASONABLE AND NONDISCRIMINATORY OSS

INTERFACES AVAILABLE FOR CLECS WISHING TO PURCHASE UNES FROM

NYT1

A. No. For the reasons stated in Mr. Hou's statement, NYT

does not currently offer commercially reasonable and

nondiscriminatory interfaces to CLECs seeking to purchase

UNEs.

Q. EVEN THOUGH AT&T BELIEVES THAT THE CURRENT OSS INTERFACES

ARE INADEQUATE, HAS AT&T SOUGHT TRAINING WITH RESPECT TO THOSE

INTERFACES FROM NYT1

A. In January of this year, AT&T requested a demonstration

and training session on the Web/GUI for ordering unbundled

network elements. That demonstration and training session was

scheduled for mid-February but was cancelled by NYT. It has

now been rescheduled for mid-April. Thus to date, AT&T has

received no training from NYT with respect to the ass

Q. WHAT OTHER STEPS HAS A'1'&T TAKEN IN AN EFFORT TO USE NYT'S

EXISTING OSS INTERFACES RELATING TO UNES?

A. On March 17, 1997, AT&T wrote to NYT requesting a trial

of the preordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance, and

billing processes and systems that NYT has put in place

relating to UNEs. This trial is designed to review the

operational processes relating to a local service offering by

AT&T based on the UNE platform and would test the various
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types of orders and service requests that would be submitted

by AT&T to NYT for UNE platform service. The trial would also

include issues such as intervals for processing orders,

delivery of billing information, maintenance and repair

issues, and identification of areas where systems interfaces

need amendment or refinement. To date, AT&T has yet to

receive a formal response to this request for a trial.

Q. RAVE AT&T AND NYT AGREED ON THE INTERFACES TO BE USED ON

A LONG-TERM BASIS?

A. In February of this year, after several months of

discussions, the parties agreed on the interfaces to be used

on a long-term basis.

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE BRIEFLY THE HISTORY OF DISCUSSIONS

BETWEEN THE PARTIES ON THIS ISSUE.

A. Discussions regarding OSS interfaces began with NYT in

March of 1996. These discussions centered largely on

interfaces for resale. In October of 1996, AT&T provided to

NYT detailed specifications containing interfaces relating to

both resale and unbundled network elements. Shortly

thereafter, AT&T and NYT began discussions on ass interfaces

for unbundled network elements but could not agree on the

system interfaces to be used for preordering or maintenance.

As a reSUlt, working level discussions were halted in December

of 1996 pending resolution of the choice of system interfaces

by senior management of the two companies. In mid-February

1997, AT&T and NYT management agreed to the use of real-time

transaction-based protocols and a transport network to be used
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to exchange information for preordering, ordering, and

provisioning for resale and customer-specific unbundled

network elements, as well as for maintenance and repair for

those services.

Q. WHAT IS THE TIMETABLE FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF THIS

AGREEMENT ON OSS INTERFACES?

A. NYT and AT&T have agreed to use the EDI interface for

pre-ordering, ordering, and provisioning for both resale and

unbundled network elements and hope to complete the final

stages of testing (i.e., service readiness testing) of the

pre-ordering interface by the end of 1997.

Q. WHY WILL THIS PROCESS TAKE 9 MONTHS?

A. As described by Mr. Hou, the process for developing and

testing interfaces is a complex process involving many

collaborative steps, from design of the interfaces to a full

range of testing of the interfaces.

Q. WHAT ACTIVITIES ARE ENVISIONED FOR THE OTHER OSS

INTERFACES DURING THIS 9 MONTH PERIOD?

A. The parties will be working on the other interfaces

duririg this period, but no time schedule has been established

for those interfaces at this time. The goal of the parties is

to complete work on these interfaces by the end of 1997,

sUbject to the usual and normal project contingencies.

B. Combinations of Elements

Q. HAS NYT PROPOSED ANY DISCRIMINATORY OR COMMERCIALLY

UNREASONABLE RESTRICTIONS ON COMBINATIONS OF UNBUNDLED NETWORK

ELEMENTS BY CLECS?
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A. It is impossible to tell whether NYT is complying with

the FCC's requirements regarding the combinations of UNEs. To

my knowledge, the OSS systems are not currently configured to

handle many combinations of elements, including the UNE

platform. This is a situation in which NYT has made the

promise on paper, but there is no evidence to support NYT's

claim. Moreover, NYT has not developed detailed written

procedures governing combrnations and instead states its

assumption "that it is technically feasible to combine network

elements in the same manner that NYNEX New York configures

them in its network." Butler, ~ 73. NYT also states that

requests for combinations are generally to be made using the

BFR process. Id., ~ 74. As I discuss earlier, the BFR

process provides NYT with significant opportunities to delay

and hinder competitive offerings by CLECs.

Q. HAS NYT MADE AVAILABLE A LISTING OF COMMONLY REQUESTED

COMBINATIONS THAT IT HAS INDICATED THAT IT IS WILLING TO

PROVIDE ON REQUEST?

A. NYT has not "provided a standard listil),g of commonly

requested combinations that it is committed to providing to

CLECs upon request. In my review of the witness statements

and the SGAT, I did not see anything on the UNE platform.

Parties are entitled to order the UNE platform, but NYT does

not address how it will make this offering available on

commercially reasonable terms to CLECs.

16



III. UNBUNDLED LOOPS

Q. HAS NYT FULLY IMPLEMENTED UNBUNDLING OF THE LOOP?

A. No. The method of loop provisioning that NYT has

proposed cannot realistically handle-the volume of unbundled

loops that would be ordered by a mass market CLEC.

Q. WHAT IS NYT'S PROPOSED METHOD OF PROVISIONING UNBUNDLED

LOOPS?

A. The great majority of loops in New York are copper analog

loops. Those loops are individual wires that are brought into

the central office and physically laid across a main

distribution frame, through which they are routed into the

switch itself.

NYT's proposed method of provisioning is to have a NYT

technician literally take the physical wire, move it off the

main distribution frame and physically connect that wire to

AT&T's collocated equipment.

Q. WHAT ARE THE LIMITATIONS OF THIS SYSTEM?

"A. "Irhere are very severe'l'im'itations 'to 'this system. "NYT

-recently submitted a study that estimated that a NYT

technician could provision an unbundled loop once every 0.64

hours, or every 38 minutes. Assuming NYT is right, that means

that in a seven hour workday, a single technician who does

nothing but provision unbundled loops could convert only 11

customers per day. Factoring in the inevitable

inefficiencies, down time, and correction of errors, the real
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number is probably more like ten (or fewer) per day per

technician.

Moreover, there is a limit to how many technicians can

stand in a front of a main distribution frame crawling over

one another provisioning loops I and therefore NYT cannot

expand the provisioning capacity of its workforce simply by

adding more and more technicians. A main distribution frame

is only so big. My understanding is that any more than about

six technicians at one time would get in one another's way and

undoubtedly slow the process down rather than speed it up. So

many technicians working at once would also inevitably

increase the error rate.

For these reasons, there is a natural ceiling to the rate

at which NYT can provision unbundled loops using only manual

processes. Assuming two shifts of six technicians per day

doing nothing but loop provisioning, that natural ceiling is

likely around 120 or so per central office.

Q. IS THIS RATE OF LOOP PROVISIONING ACCEPTABLE?

A. No. As explained more fully in the statement of Kevin

Curran of AT&T, a mass market CLEC like AT&T could plausibly

generate volumes of orders well in excess of 120 per day per

central office. Such volumes would completely overwhelm the

system that NYT is proposing.
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